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Abstract

i.

a

I. Introduction
.

This.abstract is not to be taken as, nor should It
..

be construed as, a summary
1

.

but not all parts of the Report. It should not be read without either kcomplete

'f)

,

or overview of all of the findings bt the Report. It is only an abstract of slime

reading of the accompanying Report or at least extensive reference to. it. The

reader is further advised to keep in mind that any research' report is an abstractio .

from reality, and that therefore any abstract is a further abstraction frbm reality.

II. Faculty patterns of association with other fahulty

The Health Sciences Division was excluded from the sample becauseoflow
'

response.

It was found for the remaining respondents that faculty, temVers in general

**tend to have more friends (or at least persons With whom they interact, regularly)

V
,

% within their own Division than froi other Divisions. That is, there does seem
- . . . ,

,

to be segregation or compartmentalization by Division, but whether this is due to

the House Plan i not known at this time, When sizelof Division was controlled for,

/

it was found that thesfactIty members in th; Business Education Division reported
.. . ,

..' 16-
. .

.

having the largest number of friends Nathin the Division and the lowest number of
. ,.

-,
. .

friends.outside the Division, which may indicate a high degree of internal cbhe-
.

siveness, 4

. .
,

III. Faculty patterns of sociition with administrators'
.

It was found that in general, faculty members tend to. with-fewer
. -



)

ti

ii.

administrators than with other faculty members. This is probabilistically expect-

able by virtue of the fact that there are far fewer administrators than'there are

faculty. . It may also be sociolbgically expectable by yirtue of the fact `that

faculty members probably have more in common with each other than they do with

administrators.

IV. Faculty use of House snack bars.

It was fOupd that 805 of th \ time, fadulty 'rrgmbers do not eat lunch in the

House snack barS. P4Or'the remaining 20% of the time, when they do eat'lunch in

the House snack bars, they prefer their own House snack bars to those of other

Houses by a ratio of about 3 to' 1. 'The low rate of usage of the House snack bare

does. not 'necessarily indicate lack of gregariousness, since faculty members may

be.choosing other places (e. ., in their offices or off campus) to congregate.

Faculty attendance at meetings and participation in Other activities.

It was found that about 3/4 of the sample attend between 1 and 3 meetings per

week: In contrast, 60% of the sample reported ",.tending or participating in no

other campus activities, suer as House extra-curricular activities. The Report

indicates why this high rate of faculty non-participation in student activities may

not necessarily- be bad

Ihereader is again urged to read the complete Report and not to rely solely

on the abstracts

o



THE CONCEPT OF THE HOUSE
41.

Bigness in education has the advantages of efficiency and

economy, but also its disadvantages -- the greatest of which is

the tendency of the student to become indistinguishable and

"lost." Breaking up the bigness into more educative, manageable

andsociologically:_acceptable groups isthe essence of the House.

4

Architectural response:

A. Each House, serving from 400 to 1000 students, will
be located at a pedestrian node. ,

_Br Each House has its own conveniently located parking areas.

C. The House is'a place where (1) student meets student?
(2) Trofessor1Meet professor, and even more important; ,

(3) student meets professor in an informal, relaxed'
atmosphere.

D. Spaces within the House consistof student-faculty
lounge, seminars, snack bar-kitchen; library, carrels,
student officers' office, offices for faculty
associates and'couniplors, terraces, etc.

E: The House permits more perionalized student services.

e

0.

9
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1. Introduction

This report is part of a multi-phase, multi- method study of the House Plan.

A previous report' (Research Report #3) dealt with faculty attitudes towards the

House Plan and other aspects of, Cypress College. This report will deal with

faculty patterns of association and participation ih a few aspects of campus life.

The basis for investigation of both faculty attitudes and patterns of association

is the assumption that the faculty has a great impact on campus life and the

general campus milieu. This report would best be read in conjunction with

Research Report #3 "Faculty Attitudes."

Late in April,t,1976, a strafified random sample of the full-time teaching

faculty was drawn using a table of random numbers, with a projected sample

size of N=100. Stratification was again done along Division lines, as it was

for Research Report #3; however, 'it should be noted that the sample for this

Report was drawn completely independently froi the drawing of the sample for

Report #3, and therefore the individulas who appeared in the sample for Report #3
1

are not necessarily the same as the persons in this sample.

Because the response frOm the Health Sciences Division was only approximately

50% of that stratum, their questionnaires. were excluded from the general.semple;

therefore, anything said inithis Report should be Understood to specifically not

include Health Sciences..'"The 'response rate -from the rest pf the faculty, once

1 2

The probability of a given individual's appearing in both !ambles is of course
(1/2) (1/2) = 1/4. .

10'
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2.

Health Sciences was excluded, was 85%, with sample N=7i. Since the 15% of non-
-

responses were distributed evenly throughoitt thl'stfata and were not concentratAl

in any one Divibion
2
then it is probably safe to assume that these 71 responses

t

are more or less representative of the entire faculty (with the exception of the
a

Health Sciences Division), although our confidence in its representativeness-is

of course not as great as it was for Report #3. Further Corisultation with ,a

mathematician demonstrated that the probability is adequately,high that this

sample does constitute a random sampling of the faculty'andcan therefore be

taken ap representative of the faculty (with the'e4eptioof thekHealth Sciences

faculty).

. A copy of the questionnaire is attache'd. (See figure 1.)' Note that like

that other research. instruments I hay
sa,

signed, it is very short, and-with the

exception Of the question aboui'lunch,'the tespondants were required to fill in

answers rather than to Choose them from a numberlof mulitple-choico categ6ries.

=

The purpose o?this kind of response-category design is to prevent loss of data.

Given fill-in response categories, the researcher can always group the data once,

she has if; however, given multiple-choice.N4r9uped response categories to begin

with, then the raw data are` irretrievably lost.

11°
,
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I have
I see regularly

to yo.)

I have

.see 'regularly:

have
s =e regularly.

number of
(NQte:

number of

friends among the
"regularly "` is to

friends (among the

3.

Figure 1.

A
faculty within my own Division that
be defined in terms of what it means

faculty outside my Division that I

.

number of friends including relatives outside of Cypress that I

Last w ek I saw or. Ialked to

. either a ormal orfinformal.bast.s.

as week II.
-Monday; --

-;)

number of members of the aginistraeion on

ate lunch at: (Check one, for

I it -Twain

ernstein

,Einstein
Edison
Carnegie
In my office:
Off --r inpiis

each day,-

Tuesday: Muir-Twain Wedne§day:
--Bernstein
--Einstein
' Edison
'Carnegie
_In my:citice
"bff-Ampus

Di at lunch

Thursday:, _If:lir-Twain

Bermstein
Einstein
Edispn

4, Carnegie
offide_In

off-campus
--Didn't eat lunch'

Didn't eat luneti,-.

.

Muir-Twain
Bernstein__Bernstein

Edison
. --Carnegie
--in my office
..Off-campus

--Didn't gat lunch

Muir-Twain
Bernstein
"Milstein

Edison
Carnegie
In 'my office

Offtcampus
Didn't eat lunch

Last week I attended nielb..gr. of.meetings. . ( -g
I . / '

LastZweek I.participated in :number of other campus activities, suchas
---- ,.,

House extra-curricular activities...

1

'

JP'

1



2. Statistical Summary of results

1. Reported number of friends *within the reeporidant's Division.

Number of friends' Frequency
*

Percentage' tir

0-1
2-3
4-5

-1 6-7
'8-9 .,.

10-11

14-15
16-17 ,

18r19
20+

Other
(misregd question)

10
18
15
10

5

0

3
0
1

1

Ti

4

'14.08%

25.36%.
21.13%
14.08%

5.63%
7.04%
0.00%
4.23%

L.40.00%

1.41%
5.63%
1.41%

Arithmetic mean (Computed from raW,,Ungrouped data):,,

J

41'

(VW

T.C1g6 r

Standard deviation (computed from raw, ungrouped data):

9125.83

2. Reported number of friends on faculty but 0u:blade respondant's DiVision.

Number of friends Frequency Percentage

0-1 - - 28
.

39.42%

2 -3. 16 t2.54%
' 4-5

,

i 15 21.13%
6-7 C----- -. 2.82%
8-9

.2

0. 0.00%
10-11 4 5.63%

12-13
_

2.82%
14 -15 2 2.82%
Other 2 2.82%

' ' ("I don't know") *" 71 35KO-6/T

Th refers to the frequency of responsee in the category-(not to the frequenCy

with vkich Weetriendi are seen)

13
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Arithmetic, mean (computed from raw, ungTped data ) :

763.20

Standard deviation (computed from raw, ungrouped'data):'

sm5.83

3: Reported number of administrators with whom respondent interacted over a
one-week pel-fod.

Number Frequency Percentage,
.

0

1

2
3

.

4

5

6

7
8

15
18

.
16

9

7
3

<42
0

1

71

21.13% '

:52g
12.69%

?1:2863

2t82% ,

0:005'.

1.41%,
I.W.TR:7;

Arithmetic mean: 3=1,97 Standard deviation: s=i1 .77

4. Faculty members' reports of where they rate

N=71x5=355

Bernstein House
Muir-Twain House
Einstein House
Edison House
Carnegie House
IA respondent's office

or lab
Off-campus
Didn't eat lunch

Location

Own Hquse
Other 'Hope -

.In resp6adant's office

or-lab
Off-campus
Didn't eat lunch

r,

4

-lunch over a one-week period.

Frequency Percentage of 355

10
21
17

7
16

92
117

_71
355

ti

Frequency

53-
18-

.92-

117

355:

2.82%

5.92%
4.795

1.97%
4.51%

25.92%
32.95%
21.13%

Y.(7)7073.

Percentage of 355

14.93%
5.07%

25.92%
32.95%
21.13%

-:-TOKOU
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5. Reported number of meetings attended over a one-week period.

Number of meetin

0

1

2

4 -

5
No answer

Arithmetic mean:

1=1.67

Standard deviation:

s=1.21

Frequency - Percentages

14 19.72%

18 25.35%

20 I 28.16%

14 19.72%

3 4.23%

1 1.411

1 1.41%

71 100.001-

6.

o. Reported numberof other campus activities participated in over a one-week

period.

Number of-activities Frequency percentages

'0 42 59.14%

1 14 , 19.72%

2 -9 12.68%

3 2 , 2.82%

4 3 4.23%

5
, 1 1.41%

, 71 100.00%

Arithmetic mean:

Tk715

Standard deviation:y

; 6=1.207



3. Intradivision patterns'of faculty association

The respondents of the sample were first asked the following question:

I have number of friends among the faculty within my own Division that I
see regularly., (Note: "Regularly" is to be defined in terms of what it means
to you.)

Note that rather than imposing a definition of what "regularly" means, the

instructions direct the reepondant to use h s or'her own definition. This fs

to avoid the impositiA of a researcher'sptin4tion, which of course may be

entirely wrong. The-non-use of some sort of "objective" criterion, such as
04

"5 times a week", also controls for individuat variations in gregariousness.

The distribution for the entire sample i 1\ given on page 4 in the statistical

A

summery, and is graphed on page 8, Figure 2 note that the mode is in the 2-3

category, but the mean of 6.11 is substanti higher because of a few extreme

scores.
3

Note further that about 3/4. of the sam le fall into the categories

from 0 to 7; i.e., a. safe generalization would be that most of the faculty have

between 0 efd 7 persons within their own Division with Whom they associate regu-

larly.
I

The extent to which sample findings can be generalized to hold true for the

population will now be examined. Note first of all that the sample Size is not

quite large enough to 'make use of the Law of Large Numbers, since samPling was

ft

done without replacement.- That is, in general, the sample size should beat

leait around N=100 in order to makee of the Law of Large Numbers; (:)weVer,

when the sampleasize is smaller than 100 but is still a large fraction of the

3
Remember that the arithmetic mean is very sensitive to a few extreme scores
ihd "pulled" in the direction of these extreiocores.,

, 16
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population size, normality of the, sampling distribution of the means can be

4 ; 3* ,

As-Slimed but only if sampling is done with replacement.' In the case of polling'

faculty members,...however, sampling with replacement is obviously not practicable.
.....,

,

Conservatively speaking, then, the sample size in this case is really too small y

to make use of the assumptions-of the Law of Large Numbers. There are-sampling
.

distributions for small sample sizes, such as "Students", distribution and the

chi-square distribution,, but these require the assumption that the underlying

4.:, 4 , .

.
population distribution is itself normal, an assumption which it would be unwise

to make in view of the evidence so far which indicates that the population dis-
o

tribution is probably sharply negatively skewed (i.e., skewed in the dirvtion

.
of lower numbers of frie4ds). If, however, we regroup the response categoTies

into just two categories, then we can make use of the binomial distribution,
.

which, as was pointed out in Research Report #3 pp. 10& 16, rapidly appr aches

1

1

4normality as sample size increases. While use of the binomial distribui ion
o

does involve some loss of fineness of analysis of data, by.virtue of the collap-,.

sing of the 11 response categories down to two'response categories, in this case

it is preferable to making the probably untrue assumption of normality of the

underlying population distribution. The original distribution of repOrted number

Of friends within the resoondant's.Division for the total sample is given in -

the statistical summary on page.4. On the basis of.the distribution the datal

ye shall regroup the data into, the following two categories:

Number of friends,

0-7

8-20+

Frequency Percentages

53 W71%
17

,
24.29%

'70. 155-71iff
..

In Tact, binomially-distributed variables approach normality with sample size
.

as small as 1.130.
.

\,..."
,

Cs*

) 18
40.
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We therefore, are dealing with a variable X=pi:=proportion of responses reporting

0-7 friends within the respondarit's Division, and of course, 1-X=proportion of

responses reporting 8-20+ friends withing the respondant's Division. The under-

lying theoretical probability distribution has the following individual'terms:

Number of responses
reporting 0-7 friends

0'

1

N-1.

/
. N

Probability of obtaining
this number of responses

(g) (3/4)0 (1/4)11

(N) (3/4)1 (1/4)11 -1

(NNI) (3/41N-1 (1/4)1

(g) (3/4)11 um?

Again, as in Research Report #3, pp.(11-12), this distribution closely approxi-

-...,

mates a normal distribution as N gets larger, with meanAL=p=proportiOn of

responses reporting.077 friends, and standard, error of 421 . So in

this particular sampling distribition with which we are dealing, the mean of the

samplingdistribution is estimated by pe.7571, and the standard error is

,4 (.7571)t.2429)., = e51.---,Given these parameters, we can now place confidence
70

limits on our use of the sample mean as an estimator ,of the population mean.

Because the sampling distribution closely approximates fa normal distribution,, then
....-

. , s. . .

99.73% of the area.under.the probability curve will be within + 3 sndard

deviationsof the mean:

19
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t
.,

.7571 .9131

Shaded area is 99.73% of 'the, area

under the curve.

That,is,,about'991 of the time, the actual population mean will fall into th%

shaded area, and that given repeated sampling 'from the fame population using

samples of size N=71, over the long run we would expect that the proportion of

faculti.reSpondingthat they have between 0 and 7 friends within their Division

Would be between about 60 and 91% about'99% of the time. If we lower the coh-

fidenCe leyel to 90%, the limits become .6711 and .8431.

Shaded area is 90.00% of t4e'area
under the curve..

.6011 .6711 7571 .8431 .9131

e

Again this means that with repeated sampling from the sate population using

samples of N=71, over the long run we could expect that the proportion of

faculty responding that-they have between 0 and 7 friends within their Divisibn

would be between about 67% and 84% about.90% of the time, Conversely of course,

we would expelt,that the proportion of faculty answering that they have between

,8 and20 or more friends within their Division would be between,about.8% and
c

about 40% with a probability of 99.73%, or between about 15% ail& 33% with a probsr

bility of 90%.
t-7

It might, be informatfve to find out in which Division the faculty are the

most gregarious; 4..e.* in which Division did the persons in the sample indicates

the highest number of intradivision friends? The distribution by Division followS:

20
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Fine Arts

NuMber o friends Frdquency of reonses.
.

,

0-1 1
/ 2-3 t . .0

4-5 -
. 6-7

.

1 4y 8-9 t.
.

,1
31

. I

Business Education
. .

Nwnber .of ,friend's

0-1

4-5

-6-7
8 -9.

12-13
14-15

Language Arts

Number of friends

0-1

2-3
4-5
6-7

J1-9

Physical Education

Number of friends

071

2-3
4-5

6-7

10-11

Social Sciences

Number of-Triends

Orl

2-3
44:5

6-7
-,-

10,11
12-13
14-15

,Frequency of responses

Frequency of esponses

3

3

2
1

Frequencrof4responses

24
2
.1

Or

4 0

Frequency of responses

2

5

4 .2

1
0

1

4

12.
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Science, Math, & Engineering ...

. ,
,).

.

limber of friends Frequency Oferesponsedt

O

0-1.
2-3,

1

4-5- 1
6=7, 2
8-9 - .1

4`a 10-11 4# 2 v.
20+ 2

Vocational /Technical. Education

Number of, friends /Frequency, of responses.

0-1
2-3,

001
8-9

10-11

13.

These arethe raw data; however, since the nUmber of intradivision frieias one

has may depend on,how large the.Division ism these numbers should Ile weighted
. ,

such that the figures would reflect.the relative frequencies of friends under

the assumption that all Divisions were of equal size.- The figures below are '

.."

such weighted frequencies. Note that these are no longer"nUmber.of friends;"

i.e., one Would not want to_say from these figured that onthe average faculti
I '

members in Fine Arts have .059 number of fiiends. Ratherhe figurei'sbelow are

only weighted frequencies.for comparative purposes:,

Fine Arts

t, >e

.'.... 4

'Number of 'friends Weighted fiegitency.
1,. ..

,059
23

:000'

4-5 43.76

61
*8,9

.059°

.059'

Weighted arithmetic mean4i, Y=3.059 0 of

v4

'CO
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Fine Arts

Number of 'friends Weighted frequency
.

0-1 .059
2-3 .000

. 4-5 .176

8-9 -.059

Weighted arithmetic mean:

Business Education

Number of friends 'Weighted frequency

0-1' ct .050
2-3 .150
4-5 .150
6-7 .050
8-9 .000

10-11 .000
.12-13 .000
'14-15 .100

Weighted arithmetic mean:

Tew.067

Language Arts

Number of friends Weighted frequency.

0-1 .100
2-3 .100
4-5 1133

6-7 .133
8-9 .,033

Weighted arithmetic' mean:

V.038

4'

23-

4

4



ttr 15.

e.

Physical Education,

Ve ghted frequencylimiter of friends

.

0-1 .125

2-3 .125 .

4-5 .063

,6-7 .000

f 8-9 .000

1 10-11 1 .063
6

,,

arithmeticarithmetic mean:,

- ( ,

(.1.=

t-

.1.063

Social Sciences

Number of, friends Weighted fre uenc

0-1,

2-3

4-5

6-7

8-9
10-11
12-13
14-15

16-17
18-19

Weighted arithmetic mean:

1;=.023

Science, Engineering, & Math

.1 .

,

Weighted arithmetic'mean:

Y.= :036
.1r-

Number of friends

0-1

2-3

" -5,

6-7
8-9

10-11

.0

..114

.045

.023

.023

.023

.000

.023

.000

02I

4445

.Weighted frequency

.032, .

.097'

.032

.065'

.032
..065

ti
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Vocational /Technical Education

Number of friends Weighted frequency.

0-1 .000

2-3 .118
4-5 .059

6-7 .059

8-9 .000
10L11 .059 ,

a

Weighted arithmetic mean:

ii!=.059

16.

A

Note that under the assumption of equal size of,Divisions'that the,Business

. .

Division sample has the highest weighted arithmetic mean' and the SOcial'Sciences

sample the lowest.

at



Interdivision patterns .of faculty association

44.

Q.

The resfondants or the sample vere,asked to anpwer the following.question:-
. ,

I haie number of friends-among the faculty outside my. Division that
I see reelarly. '

.

. .. -.. . ,. ,

The 4stribution for the entire sample is given on, page 4 in the statistAcal.
(

guminary, and, is graphed on.page 19, Figure5. Note from the graph that the \,_

distribution iS:finodal iki.the category 0-1 friends, 'whereas the distribution bf
,

friends within,* respondents' Division-is modal in the stegory friehdsi

(Figure 2, page 8). Note Dttrther that 1' the yesponses to number of friends
IP-

outside the Division are dichotomized, the distribution is as follows:

Numbef' of friends

outside Division

0-7

8-o+ 8

g§-

.0

Percentage

88.41%

11.49%
rib-6W ,

.

Compare this to Itilhe distribution\ \of number of, friends within the respondent's
,

Division:

NUmber of friends
. .within Division' '' requency

017 '53

8-2o+
i-1
To

.

,

4
Percentages

75.71%

24.29%
100.00%

Note the higher concentration of'respases in

a fl

distri-

bution of friends outside the Division comparpdlo the' second distribution.

That is,, it Would appear that the sample respondents reported thatfthey-have
-

' 'fever friends outside their Division than within their Diirision, and we can test

c.
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for,whether or not this Idiffererice is significant by using the sampling distri- 4

,;-bution of-the difference betWeen the following proportions:-

Jroportion of those reporting
0-7 friends within DiviSion-. = p

,
A .,

Proportion of those repOrting
0-7 friends outside Division = .8'841

The sampling distribution of the difference betweethese proportion approaches

,normalitias sample size gets larger, with'mean 1741LB =0, and a standardA

Hp
+NP

error of = q(q-14 + ) , where q= tk. A B B
A-B

. When the
- A B NA +NB

standard score (i.e., the test statistic for the observed differences between the

proportions) is computed according to the formula a = PA PB it is found that

C-D

there is a significant difference between the tWo proportions.at the.02 level,

. i.e.,"one can say that faculty associate with significantly fewer persons outside

their Division than within their Division. Research Report-#3 found that faculty
. 44k

felt that the leading disadvantage of the House Plan was segregation from faculty
. .

- in other Divisions,. Their perceptions of this segregation are now shown to be

correct, i.e., such segregation does in fact exist, but whether or not 'is can be

oaumally imputed to the House Plan is a different question, since it may be that

in any college or university faculty members largely associateith those within

their own ,distiplines: ;*This question (i.e., whether or not' the House Plan is the

cause) should be examined through a control suudy of a non-cluster college.

'We shall now examine-the-reported number of friends outside the respondant's

DiviSion broken down by Division. Below are the distribution frequetcies. Unlike

tie frequency distributions -for number of _friends within the res ndant's Division,

the frequencies belOw prcbbly do not need to be weighted, since the nuMber of
.

.

. .

.

2 8
1h)
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friends one has outside one's Division pr ab17 does not have anything to do with

the size of one's own Divikon.

Fine Arts

rr

Number of friends Fr e of res dse

0-1 O 2

2-3 3

4-5 1

Arithmetic mean:

5=2.167

Business Education

.'Number of friends Frequency of responses
.4

0-1 6
2-3 2

4-5 .1

Arithmetic mean:

Language Arts

Frequency of responsesNumber of friends
I

0-1 1 .

2-3 3 -

4-5 5

6-7 0

8-9 0

10-11
12-13 2

Arithmetic mean:

5=4.231

29.
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:Physical Education

A

Number of friends Frequency of responsesc
2-3
4-5

Arithmetic mean:

Y-1.667

Social Sciences

3

2

1

Number of friends Frequency of responses

0-1

2-3
4-5

6-7 ;
8-9

lo-li
12-13
14-'5

Arithmetic mean:

1=4.000

Science, Math, and Engineering

)
Number of friends .

0-1

2-3
4-5 .

6,7
8-9

12-13
14-15

Arithmetic mean:

R=4.182

e

30

9
1

4

0

0

3

0

1

.11

Frequency of responses

4

2

2

1

.0

1

0

1 4

21.



Vocational /Technical Education

Number of friends Frequency of 4esponses

0-1 0

2-3 3

4-5 1

6-7 1

Arithmetic mean:

X =3.800

22.

It

Note that Language Arts has the highest mean, Business Education has the lowest.

The fact thatthe respondents from the Business Education Division had the highest

weighted mean for reported number of friends within the DiVision and the lowest

mean for reported number of friends outside the Division may indicate a high degree

of internal cohesiveness within the Business Education Division.

Respondents in the sample were also asked to indicate how many other friends

they.have besides those on the faculty' through the following question:

I have number of friends including relatives outside- ofTypress that
I see regularly.

The purpose of this question4was to lontrol for the postibility of bias in the

previous two answers occuring through the appearance in the sample of,farge
)

numbers of persons Who have no associations either on campus or off campus. That

is, the question was plated in the questionnaire to discover if any "hermits"

turned up in the sample who would influence the distributions and give a biased

picture of on-campus faculty associations. Since no such turned up in the sample,

then we can assume that the respondents of the. sample are normally gregarious, and

. that a high or low number of on-campus friends is not due solely to personality

characteristics.

31

Cr 1)
est
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5. Faculty-administration. contacts,

23.

Retpondants in the sample were asked to indicate their amount of contact

Frith the administration through the following question:

Last week I saw or talked to number f members of the administration
on either aformal or informal basis.

Note that exactly which peions "members of the, administration" includes is

left unspecified, and was done-so purposefully for the following reason: cur-,

rently the status of DivisickE,Chairpersons is somewhat ainbignous on campus, with

some persons perceiving them as faculty and others perceiving them as administration.

R'ather than the researcher's arbitrarily, defining who are administrators and who

are not, this was left up to the respondant.., Note that if the question had been

phrased to "clarify" the definition of-"administrator," with something such as

"Administration sh41 be defined-to include Division Chairpersons" or "Admini-

stration shall be defined to exclude-Division Chairpersons," then the information

received from this would be less accurate from the point of view of -faculty per-

ceptions of who administrators Axe., With the question left purposefully vague,

we CEIR be sure.that the'faculty respondent isAanswerineit according to his or her

own perceptions of whom the set of administrators'exists (a1-:though we don't know

whether or not is includes Division - Chairpersons, which is largely irrelevant for

this particular-uhase of the study).
- t

Theedidtribution of responses for this questicln is given in the statistical
.

.summary on page 5, 4nd are graphed on page 24,-rigure 4:. Note that the distribution

.

is modal at 1, and the mean is 1.97. Furthermore, while in general the number of
,r

.

. 4

faculty contacts with administrators is far lower than the number of faculty-faculty

o

. 1 _

(1.
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contacts, this is to be expected to a degree by:virtue of the fact that thereva----,,

fax fewer administrators than faculty. Furthermore, the low rate of fac1.

administration contact has both potentially positive and negative tispects for the

faculty; On the one hand, access to administrators is one of the forms of,access

to power, particularly with,.respect'to power over disttibution of scarce resources

and decision-making power (as it will be pointed out in either Research Report #5

or #6); on the other hand, the low rate of faculty-administriaton con act ensures

that the, faculty member is autondmous within tqclassioam, and some faculty

.

,members have specifically remarked on the low rate of faculty-administration

contact as an advantage.

It may be informative tolook at faculty-administration Contact by Division.

The following are'the distributions for edchtivision:

Fine Arts

Number-of administrators
interacted with Frequency

. 1

1 2

2 1

3 1
4 '1

Arithmetic mean:.

5=1.833

Business Education\
Numbdr of administrators
-intei-acted with Frequency

0 2

1 2

2 4

3 2'

Arithmetic mean:

7-1.600

34 t_,-
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Language Arts

Number...of apimipistrators

interaefga with Frequency

0
,

5.

2 . 3

3 g
4 1

5

Arithmetic mean:

Y=1.733

.

I

Physical Education

Number of administrators
interacted with . PreqUency

Arithmetic. mean:
4

Y=2.66t

Social'Sciences1101

Number of administratoW
interacted with

0

0 1
1 0

2 2

3 0

4 3
'

0

2

Arithmetic mean:

X =1. 411

S

tr

4

26.

Frequency

6

5

2

2

1 t

35
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'Science, Engineering, and Math

Number of administrators
interacted with '4 Frequency

i

ti

. 2
/ 1 ,

3
2 2
3 1 i

It 1
5

,.

. 1
a

A
6 ,

' .1
7 o
8 ills A 1

Arithmetic mean:.

X=3.300

Vocational/Technical Education

Number of administrators
interacted with

\

.

1

t 4 .,,...-- -

Frequency

0:

1
2

3
4

,

0

1.

.

o

.

'

'5

6 1

Arithmetic mean:

X =2.800

Note that Sociarciences has the lowest mean number otinteractions with admin-

istrators, while Science, Engineering, and Math has the highest. One must remember,

.

,.
.

\ ,

',however, that whigh or low rate of.faculty interaction mayor may not be good
,

'frog the pOint of view of the faculty member. .Whether or not such interaction is

viewed positively or negatively probably depends on he faculty'meMber and, has a,

positive or negative attitude toward.the administration fseeliesearch Report #3

forfaculiy attitudes).
VV

t t
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.Faculty members' report Of where they ate

_lunch over a one-week period

111

28.

4

The sample respond is were asked to indicate where they ate linich over a

- one-Week (i.e.,five -day) period. The distribution is reported in the statistical

A summary on page 5 in two ways: (1) by location,, rrespective of the respOndant's

Division. Note that N=355; i.e.,.5 days for each of 7i respondents in the sample.

,

.(2) by ()cation with respect to the House with which the respondant'sDivision is

affiliate Again, N=355. These distributions are Oaphed in Figures 5 anM on

pages 30 =3l ,Note that 80% of:.the time, the respondents in the sample ate some-
\

where other 'hen House snack bars, and that about half the time, the'respondants

either ate off campus or did not eat lunch. When the respondents of the sample

did use House snack bars.,,they Preferred theirown House snack bars about to 1

over other snack bars.

I want to parenthetically note that this question may not be a particularly

good measure of faculty-faculty association, since it may very well be that a low

rate of usage bf the House snack bars does'not mean by sociability; for example,

it may very well be that members of the faculty eat lunch together in each other's

t,
offices or somewhere off campus. The main import of this question, therefore,

should be as' in indicator of their usage of House facilities.

With (spect to the 54.08% of the time .which the respondents reported that

they either did pot eat lunch or that they ate off campus, we can obtain confidence

limits for our 1.1Ze of 514.08% as an estimate of the pop4],ation mean. ince we are

Ye,
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again dealing with s.binomial sampling distribution with mean of AL =.5408 and
,

standard deviation = *3-1) =.059, and since the,sample size is large'

N
enough to assume normality, then with aprobability of 99,73%;the population

.

mean will lie between the limits .364 and .718:

The shaded area is 99.75% of the
area under the curve.

364 .5408 ..718

If we lower the confidence interval to 90..00%, then the limits become .444

<:tt

and .638:'

a

The' shaded area is 90.00% of the
aranhder the

.364 .444 .5408 .638 :718

This means that given repeating sampling from the same population of Sample

size N=71, then we could set that 99% proportion of times the faculty membersA

either eat Ilkich oft' campus or do not'eat lunch will be between about 36% and 72%.

.With 90% probability, we could expect the proportion of times the faculty

e
e

members either at llinch off campus or do not. eat lunch to be between about 44%

and 64%.

The statistical summary on page 5 shows that the respondants,of the sample

reportedAhat they ate lunch in a House snack bar 20% of the time (during the

-day_ eriod of,reporting). With respect to this propOrtiOn of 20%, we can also

.00,

obtain confidence intervals on our use of this proportion as an estmator'of the

38
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populatibn mean. 4Agairi, 'because the sample size-is large, then the sampling

-distribution approaches normality with mean of/t =.2000 and standard dEiviation

d..1. p(p-1) = .047. With a probability of 99773%, the lOopulation mean will
0

N

6lie between the limits .059 and .341:

t'°$z

The shaded area is 99.73% of the
area under the curve.

.059 I. .200 .341

For a confidence level of 90%, the population mean will lie between .123 and .277:.

Q

4..w.-The shaded area is 90.00% of the
area under the carve.

.059 .123 .200 .277 .341

What this means- is that assuming that this'was a typical week for faculty members

and assuming the patterns don't change, then,we can expect that given repeated

sampling from the same population of size N=71, that with a probability of 99%,

the faculty will use the House snack bars between about 6% and 34% of the time,

and the rest of the time they will either eat in their offices, or off campus, or

not eat lunch. With a probabilitysof9Z,the faculty%vill use-the House snack

bars between about 125 and,28% of the time, and the rest.of the time will either

eat in their offices, off campus, or not eat lunch. This survey, however, was

taken before the opening of the Culinary Arts ServeCen, and there may or may not



--

I

therefore be significant changes in these patterns.

t.

The following are the distributions broken dOwn by Division:

Fine Arts/(N =6 respondents x 5 days = 30) -

Own Hotise. 7

Other House 2

Office or lab' 6
Off campus 5
Didn't eat lunch -10

Business Education (N=10 respondents x 5 days = 50)

Own House 11
Other House 3
Office or lab 15
Off campus 16
Didn't eat lunch 5

Language Arts (N=15 respondants x 5 days = 75)

o
,Own House 9
Other House 2
'Office or lab 27 -
Off Campus 28
Didn't eat lunch 9

Physical Education (11=6 respondants'i 5 days = 30)

As of the date of this Report, Physical. Education had no House.

Carnegie-HOuse 4
Office cr lab 7
Off.campue 10
Didn't eat lunch 9

Social Scie ces (N=17 respondna 'ts x 5 days.= 85)

Own Ho e 7
other House -' -2

Office or lab oi
Off campus 29
'Didn't eat ltrech 23

J.

42

.C.
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Science, Engineering, and Math (N=12 respondents x 5 days = 60)

Own House 12 ,
Other House 1

iltice or lab 12
Off campus -/ 19

Didn't eat lunch 16 `N.

Vocational/Technical Education (N=5 respondents x 5 days = 25)

Own House 7
Other House
Office''or lab 1

Off campus 10-
Didn't eat lunch 3 r,

In summary, the respondents bf the sample reported that they ate lunch in

Souse snack bars only about 20% of the time, and when they did, they preferred

their own House snack bar to others by a ratio of about 3 to 1. They also re-

-v ported that a little over half the' tine they either did not 4t lunch or they
C

ate off campus.

4
4

C

43
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C

T. Participation in meetings and other campus activities

0

Respondents of the sample were asked about their participation in campus

meetings through the following question:
%Jr

Last week I attended- number of meetings.

The distribution of responses is reported in the statistical summary on page 6,

and is graphed in Figure 7 on page,36: Note that the distribution is modal at 2,.

and the mean of 1.67 is quite close to this mode. Note further that the slope

drops sharply between 3 meetings per weeXtsnd 4 meetings. Note further that

73.23% of the respondents reported that they attended between 1 and .3 meetings per

week. That is, we can say about'3/4 of the faculty attend at least 1 meeting

per week but not more than 3, and we can place confidence limits on. this state-
.

ment. Using the proportion of .7323 as an estimator of th,mean'of the sampling

distribution (with standard detiation ;FT =.053), them 99.73% of the

times the actual population mean will lie between, .574 and .899:

The shaded area is 99.73% of the
area under the curve.

.7273 .U99

For a confidence level of 90.00%, tfie
4
oonfidence limits become .645 and .819:

vb.

The shaded area is 96.00% of the
area under'the curve.

.574 .819 .7278 .645..899

47- 44 '
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37.

This means that with a probabilityrof about 95%, and given repeated sampling from

the same population Of sample Size N=71, that we would find between about 57%

and 50% of the ,faculty' attend between 1 and 3 meetings 'per week. With a proba7

bifity of 90%, we would find between about 64% and 82% of the faculty attending

../?*between 1 and 3 meetings per week. This of course assumes tat the week for which
- 1

t4e.respondants of the sample were answering was,"typical;" since the questionnaires

were sent out in late April, which is neither near the beginning or the end,of

the semester and which is therefore not extraordinary in that sense, we may at

l'ea'st to be to assume that the time period for_ which the respondents of the sample

.1'were answering was not typical.

The following are the distributions for number of meetings attended over a

one-week period broken' down by Division:,

Fine Arts

Number of meetings

0

1

2

3,

Arktnmetic mean:

Te=1.833

Business Education

Frequency of response.

0

2

3

1

Number of meetings Frequency of response

0° 3
1. 1
2 2
3 3
4 1

Arithmetic mean:

X=1.800
.1.1e
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Language Arts

Number of meetings Frequency of reamon .2

38.

0 5
1 3
2 4 S

3 2
4 1

Arithmetic mean:

R=1:400

Physical Education

Number ofmeetings

0

2

Arithmetic mean:

3=1.333

Social Sciences

Frequency,of response

` 1
2

3

Number of meetings "Frequency of resmonse

0 4.
w 1. 6

2 0
3 6

ot,

Arithmetic mean:

3=1.500

Sdiencej Engineering, and Math

3.

Number of meetings Frequency of resmonse

0

1
2

3
F

5

Arithmetic mean:

47
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Vocational/Technical Education

Number of meetings

0

1

2

3

Arithmetic mean:

3E=3..600

Frequency of response

3

1

39.

Note that with the exception of the Science, Engineering, and MathDivision,

which has a rather high mean, that" most"of the Division means are more Or less

clustered around the mean of the total sample, wh ch was 1.67.

The distribbtions for both the total samplj an4 the Division subsamples must

be interpreted with caution for the following reason: not all committees to

which faculty members belong meet on a weekly basis. The presence in both the

total sample and the Division subiamples of respondants answering that they attended

no meetings during the week should therefore not be interpreted to mean that either

in the total sample or in the Division subsamples there are individuals who are

not going to any meetings ever* It means is that for this particular week for

Which respondants were asked to enter, their particular committee was not
'

meeting.

For the entire sample, however, we probably have a good cross-section for a'given

week, and we could probably. expect that had the questionnaire beeri given during

another week, call it Week. //2 that we would come up wita,bout the same distri-

bution, since during Week #2, there would probably be other individuals'in the

sample whose committees were not meeting during ,that particular week.

2

Respondants of the sample were also,asked to indicate the number of Campus

activities'other than meetings which they attended within the same one-week

48
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(i:e., five-day) period through the following question:

Ito.

Last week Ipirticipited in number of other campus activities, such
as House extra-curricular activities. a.

U

The distribution of responses is given in the statistical summary on page 6, and

isgraphed in Figure 8 on page 41. Note the relatively low mean of ..775 compared
ti

to the mean of 1.67 for number of meetings attended. Note further that the distri

butiodfor number of other activities is modal at 0 and drops off .sharply there-

after. Note further that almost 60% of the sample report_ attending no other

activities, and we can obtain confidence levels for the use of this proportion

as an estimator of the population mean. The mean of the sampling distribUtion with

which we are dealing is /40(., =.5914 with a standard deviation of 6 1-1) -.058.

Since this sampling distribution approaches normality as sample size increases,

then, with about 99% probep4ty, we can expect the actual population mean to lie'

between .416 and .766:

4E- The Shaded area is 99.73% of the
area under the curve.

.416 .5914 .766

with 90.00% probability, we can expect the actual population mean to lie between.

- X.496 and .687:

The sled a'ea is 90.00% of area
Under the curve.

..416 .49, .5914 .687 .766
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42.

In other words, given repeated sampling from the iamb populAion and using samples

of N=71, then about 99% of the time we could expect that between about 42% and 77%

of the faculty would report participating in no campus activities other than

meetings over a one=week period. About 9D% of the time-, we could expect that

between about 50% of the faculty and about 69%'of the faculty would report partici-

pating in no campus activities other than meetings over a one-week period. This

of course *assumes that the partlicular week for which the respondents were answeri g

was not extraordinary i some way; since it was in late April, when there is more ,1

on
)or'iesb a "normal", eMoun of extra-curricular activities happening on campus

(as opposed to, say,. either the first or last week of school when there are few
e.

campus activities)', then it is probably safe to at least assume that this week

was not extraordinary.

A comparison of the distributions and the sampling curves.for the number of

meetings attended (in the earlier section Of this chapter) with these distributions'

and curves for the nuMber'ofother campus' activities participated in will demon -
4 4

etrate that faculty members partiCipate in more meetings than they do in other

activities such as House extra -cup.ifiular activities; however, this probably

shouldn't be Interpreted as necessarily being bad for the following reasons:

(1) Extra-curricular activities are designed priharily for the'ottudents, and it

may therefore be unreasonable to expect faculty members.to be interested in these

sorts of activites. (2) Since they are privily for the students,-it may also
. ^ 4a ( i

. be unreasonable' to expect students to share these activities with faculty or even
1

.

.
.

..,-,
particularly welcome them at these activities. As was poilted out in Research

Report #2, there are indiations thlt students do take steps to maintain the status

) 4,.

differentiation between'tImselves and their teachers, and it might therefore even

cruse students some discomfort if large numbers of started showing up at
o



-all the students' Campus functions. On the other hand, faculty's lack of partictr

pation in activities such as House extracurricular activities may contribute to

a certain lack of Communication bet-ween the House and the Division.

6
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8. Afterword

a

) Ilere does seem to be a degree of segregation by Division with respect to

faculty.-4faculty associational Rattersn, but Whether or not this segregation can
;J.

be attributed solely to the House Plan is a question which cannot now be answered

and which eventually could be answered through a proper control study. 'Faculty
-1

members tend t¢. have more -contacts with their fellow faculty members than with

administratores, and this is probably expectable by virtue of the facts that

.(1) there are fewer administrators than. faculty, and therefore, other things being

)-equal, thesheer probability a faculty member's interacting with another-faculty

member are much higher than the probability of interacting with an administrator,._.

and (2) faculty members have more in common'with respect to function (i.e., teaching)
. .

with Other factlty,members than they do with administrators.

. .. .

Faculty members seem' to be fairly conscientious in fulfilling their ``committee

AMC
obligations and attending meetings. They in general participate in few other

. 0
q.

campus activities, such as House extracurricular activities; but as was pointed.

out, this may. not necessarily be bad and may even have some positive functions from
.110.

the student's point of view.

The reader is again reminded that these results do not include faculty in the

Health Sciences Division.

. 4
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